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DETAILED ACTION 



Response to Arguments 

1 . Applicant's arguments filed 10 April 2003 have been fully considered but they are 
not persuasive. 

The applicants argue, regarding the rejection of claim 23 under 35 U.S.C. 112, 
first paragraph, that "the feature of claim 23 is readily apparent from the drawings and 
the specification, for example, FIG. 13" [p.11]. This is not persuasive. The examiner 
fails to see the recited combination of features in Fig. 13 or anywhere in the 
specification; the examiner would appreciate It if the applicant would please Indicate by 
figure, element number, and a description of the figure where exactly the "groove shape 
portion is formed in at least one of the main portions" of the second receptacle module 
is. Until then, the examiner maintains the rejection under 35 U.S.C. 1 12, first 
paragraph. 

the applicants argue, regarding the rejection of claims 1 , 2, 1 6, 1 7, 2 1 , and 23 
over Kurihara In view of Okajima. that the rejection is improper because "what the 
Examiner is attempting to do is substitute the liquid crystal display ... of Okajima for the 
liquid crystal panel ... of Kurihara" and (the applicant continues) the liquid crystal display 
of Okajima is inappropriate for this substitution [p. 13], since it lacks various features 
which were disclosed by Kurihara. This is not persuasive. It Is nonsensical to suggest, 
as the applicant does, that one of ordinary skill in the art, combining the teachings and 
devices of these two references, would use the mold frames and groove shape portion 
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of Kurihara and then try to attach the liquid crystal panel of Okajima to it without the 
necessary matching groove shape portions. 

The applicants also argue that the references fail to suggest all the elements as 
recited by claim 1 and 21 [p. 14]. This is not persuasive; all the elements are taught 
and/or suggested by the combined references. 



Claim Objections 

2. Claim 22 is objected to because of the following informalities: 

The phrase "second receptacle" in claim 22 should be -second receptacle 
module--. Appropriate correction is required. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC §112 

3. The following is a quotation of the first paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 112: 

The specification shall contain a written description of the invention, and of the manner and process of 
making and using it, in such full, clear, concise, and exact terms as to enable any person skilled in the 
^ . f^T'u P®'^^'"^' with which it is most nearly connected, to make and use the same and shall 
set forth the best mode contemplated by the inventor of carrying out his invention. 

4. Claim 23 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 112, first paragraph, as failing to comply 
with the written description requirement. The claim(s) contains subject matter which 
was not described in the specification in such a way as to reasonably convey to one 
skilled in the relevant art that the inventor(s), at the time the application was filed, had 
possession of the claimed invention. 

The specification does not describe having the groove shape portion formed in 
one of the main portions of the second receptacle module. 
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Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

5. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the pnor art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

6. Claims 1 , 2, 1 6, 1 7, 21 , and 23 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a) as being 
unpatentable over Kurihara et al., U.S. Patent No. 5,946,061 in view of Okajima et al., 
U.S. Patent No. 5,334,993. 

Kurihara discloses [see Fig. 2] a liquid crystal display device comprising a liquid 
crystal panel [1 1], a receiver [13 and 14] for providing a receiving space where the liquid 
crystal panel is to be located, the receiver including a first receptacle module [14] and a 
second receptacle module [13] arranged together for enclosing the receiving space, 
wherein the second receptacle module includes a first mold frame [13, on left] and a 
second mold frame [13, on right], including a groove shape portion [13c] for supporting 
the liquid crystal panel, and a bottom plate [13a] arranged on the second receptacle 
module, the bottom plate extends into the receiving space for the second receptacle 
module for supporting a display unit [1 1]. 

Kurihara is silent on the details of the liquid crystal panel, in particular as to 
whether there is a back light assembly with light source and luminance improving device 
inside the liquid crystal panel [1 1]. Okajima discloses [see Figs. 1-5] a liquid crystal 
panel [analogous to the one in Kurihara. and intended for the same use, note book type 
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personal computers] with a backlight assembly having a light source [1 1 1] and a 
luminance improving device [13] that guides the light. It would have been obvious to 
one of ordinary skill in the art to use a liquid crystal panel like the one in Okajima in the 
device of Kurihara, motivated by Okajima's teaching that it has a "uniform display 
surface and improved display quality". [Such backlit LCDs are conventional and are the 
subject of class 349, subclass 65.] In the device of Kurihara in view of Okajima, the 
back light assembly would then be located in the receiving space, and the groove shape 
portion would be for supporting the back light assembly. Claim 1 is therefore 
unpatentable. 

The second receptacle module [13] includes a main portion [parallel the short 
side of the display] and an extension portion [at the ends on the right] substantially 
perpendicular to the main portion; and the groove shape portion is formed along a 
surface of the second receptacle module. Claim 21 is therefore unpatentable as well. 
The groove shape portion is formed in at least one of the main portions of the second 
receptacle module, so claim 23 is also unpatentable. 

Regarding claim 2, the second receptacle module Is arranged near both ends of 
the first receptacle module and substantially closes the receiving space. Kurihara does 
not disclose the materials that are used, though it appears from the drawing that [13] is 
made of a metal [advantage: rigidity for "mechanical fixing strength" col. 1 , line 54]. The 
examiner takes official notice that the main body cover [14] can be made of either 
plastic [advantage: lightweight] or metal [advantage: electromagnetic shielding]. One of 
ordinary skill in the art would therefore find it obvious to make them out of either the 
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same, or different, materials, motivated by tlie various advantages noted above. Claims 
2 and 17 are therefore unpatentable. 

The first and second receptacles are engaged with each other, so claim 16 is 
also unpatentable. 



Allowable Subject Matter 

7. Claims 3-1 5, 18-20, and 22 are objected to as being dependent upon a rejected 
base claim, but would be allowable if rewritten in independent form including all of the 
limitations of the base claim and any Intervening claims. 

8. The following is a statement of reasons for the indication of allowable subject 
matter: 

Claims 3 and 18 recite the additional limitation that the second material (for the 
second receptacle module) is plastic; this is not disclosed or suggested by the prior art 
(in particular Kurihara). Claims 3 and 18, and their dependent claims 4-8, would 
therefore be allowable if rewritten appropriately. 

Claim 9 recites the additional limitation that the first receptacle module includes a 
catching recess; this is not disclosed or suggested by the prior art (in particular 
Kurihara). Claim 9, and its dependent claims 10-12, would therefore be allowable if 
rewritten appropriately. 

Claim 13 recites the additional limitation that the first receptacle module 
comprises an engaging boss; this is not disclosed or suggested by the prior art (in 
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particular Ki/n77ara). Claim 13, and its dependent claims 14 and 15, would therefore be 
allowable if rewritten appropriately. 

Claim 19 recites the additional limitation that the first and second receptacle 
modules are connected by using a stepped portion; this is not disclosed or suggested 
by the prior art (in particular Kurihara). Claim 19, and its dependent claim 20, would 
therefore be allowable if rewritten appropriately. 

Claim 22 recites the additional limitation that the groove shape portion is in one 
of the extension portions; this is not disclose or suggested by the prior art (in particular 
Kurihara). Claim 22 would therefore be allowable if rewritten appropriately. 

Conclusion 

9. This is a request for continued examination of applicant's earlier Application No. 
09/732,769. All claims are drawn to the same invention claimed in the earlier 
application and could have been finally rejected on the grounds and art of record in the 
next Office action if they had been entered in the earlier application. Accordingly, THIS 
ACTION IS MADE FINAL even though it is a first action in this case. See MPEP 
§ 706.07(b). Applicant is reminded of the extension of time policy as set forth in 37 
CFR 1.136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within 
TWO MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not 
mailed until after the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the 
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shortened statutory period will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any 
extension fee pursuant to 37 CFR 1.136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of 
the advisory action. In no, however, event will the statutory period for reply expire later 
than SIX MONTHS from the mailing date of this final action. 

Any inquiry conceming this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Andrew Schechter whose telephone number is (703) 
306-5801. The examiner can normally be reached on Monday - Friday, 9:00 - 5:30. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Robert H. Kim can be reached on (703) 305-3492. The fax phone number 
for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is (703) 746-471 1. 

Any inquiry of a general nature or relating to the status of this application or 
proceeding should be directed to the receptionist whose telephone number is (703) 308- 
0956. 



Andrew Schechter 
2 December 2003 




